In English, there are a couple of words whose categorial status is murky, the most notable of which is near. It is sometimes referred to as a preposition (Svenonius (2010)), as a transitive adjective (Maling (1983) ), or as an intransitive adjective whose PP complement happens to be filled by an empty P (Kayne (2005)). The first aim of this article is to show that the three analyses are all correct synchronically in that they represent a different stage of grammaticalization on the cline from transitive adjective to intransitive adjective to preposition, on the basis of the newly discovered fact (i) that the semantic gradability of near began a sharp declination from the late 19th century, (ii) that its morphological compatibility with the preposition to also began a sharp declination from the same period, and (iii) that its collocation with the adverb right became possible around the same period, among others. The second aim of this article is to provide a syntactic analysis of the grammaticalization of near, with recourse to the insights put forth by Waters (2009) as to the grammaticalization of inside from N to Axial Part to P.
Introduction
There has been a controversy over the categorial status of the word near which takes an NP complement directly: Quirk, et al. (1972) and Svenonius (2010) identify it as a preposition, Maling (1983) refers to it as ''the only surviving relic of the class of transitive adjectives,'' and Kayne (2005) alludes to the possibility that it is an intransitive adjective selecting a phonetically empty preposition. In this article, I will claim that the three previous analyses are all correct synchronically, though they represent a different stage of the diachronic and unidirectional reanalysis of near from A to P through the decline of gradability. More specifically, I demonstrate, on a corpus study and a statistical analysis of its results, that near has been in the process of grammaticalization (or decategorization) on the cline from transitive adjectives to intransitive adjectives to prepositions, through the semantic, morphosyntactic and phonological processes including (i) deletion of its semantic [+gradable] feature, (ii) phonological deletion of the head of its PP complement, (iii) coalescence of it and a locative preposition (Loc) via syntactic head-movement of A to Loc, (iv) reanalysis of the hybrid category A+Loc as Loc, which we classify into functional categories, à la Baker (2003) , 1 and (v) deletion of AP and PP, triggered by the principle of economy (Roberts and Roussou (1999) ). As a presupposition for this claim to go through, I will also claim that semantic gradability is a sufficient condition for the adjectivehood, abandoning a purely syntactic definition of adjectives that has been adopted in generative linguistics.
This article is organized as below: section 2 summarizes conflicting views in the previous analyses of near. Section 3 shows that the Corpus of Historical American English (COHA) tells us how near has decreased its semantic gradability in the last two centuries, and how this semantic change correlated with the decrease of the morphological ''adjectivehood'' of near: the loss of the dative preposition to following near. Section 4 discusses how the so-called ''gradable nouns, verbs, and prepositions'' can be explained by Kayne's (2005 Kayne's ( , 2010 proposals, without assuming that they are gradable. Section 5 proposes a theory of the syntactic reanalysis of A as P, building on Waters' (2009) claims on the diachronic change from inside of NP to inside NP and a concurrent categorial reanalysis. Section 6 takes up next, which is etymologically related to near, and discusses how different it is from near in the kind of reanalysis it is undergoing. Section 7 is a conclusion.
Conflicting Views in the Previous Analyses
Most dictionaries allow near and next the following two uses, one with the preposition to, as in (1a,b), and the other without, as in (2a,b):
(1) a. Keep near to me. b. He placed his chair next to mine. (2) a. We went out to the restaurant near our house.
b. Sit next him.
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Everyone will admit that near in (1a) and next in (1b) are no less adjectival (or adverbial) than similar in John is similar to his mother is (or similarly in I'm treating her similarly to the way I treat patients), rather than prepositional. 3 By contrast, there has been a long-standing controversy over the categorial status of near in (2a): are they adjectival or prepositonal? First, Quirk, et al. (1972: 301) suggest that near is classified into the realm of prepositions: (3) . . . there are a few words which behave in many ways like prepositions, although they have affinities with verbs or adjectives: except, bar, barring, concerning, considering, following, including, granted, pending, less, like, near, save (archaic), unlike, worth.
However, if we analyze near as a preposition, we cannot explain why it can have the synthetic comparative and superlative forms, as shown below: (4) a. They moved house to be nearer the school.
(LDCE) b. It was Robin Hood who lived nearest the forest.
( Kayne (2005: 178)) (5) a. John lives on a much lower/*upper floor than Bill.
(ibid.:178) b. John lives on the lowest/*uppest floor.
(ibid.:178) (5a,b) show that up cannot have synthetic comparative and superlative forms because it is a preposition, while low can, because it is an adjective. The facts in (4) and (5) appear to demonstrate that near is an adjective. If near is an adjective, however, another question arises why near can take an NP directly without a support of any preposition, unlike other adjectives which need either of or to: In order to solve this tension, Maling (1983) claims (7): (7) . . . near passes all the tests for adjectivehood, making it perhaps the only surviving relic of the class of transitive adjectives.
(ibid.: 266)
Transitive adjectives are adjectives directly followed by an oblique-case-marked NP-complement. They abounded in Old English, which had a rich system of morphological case, though ''[o]nce surface case is lost [in Middle English], then oblique NP-complements are typically replaced by PP-complements; e.g. dative case is typically replaced by to, genitive case by of '' (ibid.: 254). This means that transitive adjectives were replaced by intransitive adjectives. 4 Moreover, Maling claims that adjectives can be reanalyzed as preposition, due to the loss of morphological inflection on them. Thus, she claims that worth, like, and unlike, which were etymologically adjectives, have been reanalyzed as prepositions that take an NP complement directly in the present-day English, 5 and that near is ''the only surviving relic of the class of transitive adjectives.'' 6 Maling (1983) provides an independent piece of evidence for the adjectival status of near, which comes from its order relative to enough: (8) a. Robin seems {sensible enough /*enough sensible}.
b. Robin seems {enough in love / Ã in enough love}. c. Chris looks {enough like you / Ã like enough you} to be your twin. d. Chris didn't go {near enough / Ã enough near} (to) the water to get wet.
It is true that adjectives such as sensible must precede enough, whereas PPs such as in love and like you must follow it. Then, the fact that near must precede enough whether it selects to or not will suggest that it is a transitive adjective. A slightly different view is put forth by Kayne (2005) , who claims (9):
(9) . . . it seems clear that near is an adjective (in which case, the forms nearer and nearest are not surprising), albeit an irregular one (relative to English) in that it can take a nonprepositional complement (with an unpronounced counterpart of to). (ibid.: 178)
While admitting the possibility that near in (1a) is an adjective, he also alludes to the possibility that it is not a transitive adjective but an intransitive adjective which takes a PP complement whose head happens to be phonetically empty.
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Another important divergence between Maling and Kayne is whether they take the possibility of modification by degree modifiers such as very, so, too as evidence for the adjectivehood of the relevant words: (10) Kayne (2005) argues that, since this modification by a degree modifier is possible only for gradable adjectives, and since prepositions cannot be gradable, the acceptability of (10a,b) suggests that near is an adjective. Maling (1983: 261) argues against this standard view, because some of the metaphorical PPs can be modified by such adverbs as below:
(11) They seemed {so/too/?very} {in love / at home / out of shape}.
However, the following data, which Maling judges as marginally possible, can be used to argue that these instances of metaphorical PPs have been in the process of lexicalization to adjectives: If the metaphoical PPs are changing into lexical adjectives, then it is no surprising that they can also be modified by so, too, and very. Hence, Maling's argument for the separation of semantic gradability and adjectivehood cannot be maintained, and we can conclude that near is adjectival as far as it is gradable (see also section 4 for a more detailed discussion on this issue).
On the other hand, there is also evidence for the assumption that near can be prepositional, which is obtained from synchronic data on selectional restriction: (13) First, (13a) shows that the verb become can select a small clause AP but not PP, and (13b) shows that near the N cannot be selected by become. Second, (14a,b) show that the verb want can select a small clause PP, but not AP, and (14c) shows that near you can be selected by want. These facts can be explained if near the N is PP. 10 Third, Maling (1983: 289; fn.29) points out that the word near directly followed by an NP, unlike the unequivocally adjectival near and close followed by the preposition to, can be modified by the adverbial right, admitting that this near is ''a less than perfect adjective'': (15) a. Put it right near the door! b.? Put it right close to the door! c.? Put it right near to the door! In fact, Svenonius (2010: 141) makes the compatibility of right with near in defending his claim that near belongs to the same type of preposition as beside, between, and so on. More specifically, he suggests that, while the adjectival use of near is compatible with the null deictic pronoun which can be anaphorically identified, the prepositional use of near, which he classifies into the ''bounded Ps,'' is incompatible with it, as below:
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(16) a. I was very near (it). b. I was right near Ã (it).
We have introduced three different views on the word near that directly takes an NP: it is (or ''can be'') prepositional (Quirk, et al. (1972) , Svenonius (2010) ); it is a transitive adjective (Maling (1983) ); and it can be an intransitive adjective followed by an empty P (Kayne (2005) ). In the next section, I will provide results of a corpus study showing that all the three claims are correct synchronically, although diachronically those English speakers who identify near as a preposition have been increasing and those who identify it as an intransitive or a transitive adjective have been radically decreasing from the late 19 th century.
What the Corpus Data Show
The corpus I will use to justify the above-mentioned claims is Figure 1 below, how the frequency of the collocations of near the, nearer the, nearest the, so near the, very near the, too near the, and near enough have changed during the 200 years, as well as that of the word near itself.
12 Figure 1 shows two important points which are related to the exceptionality of the frequency of near the compared to those of the other six collocations which are based on the unambiguously adjectival uses of near:
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(17) a. The frequency per million of the collocation of near the in every decade is at least twelve times higher than that of the other collocations. For the sake of clarity, let us make Figure 2 overleaf, which includes all the information in Figure 1 except for the frequency of the single use of near and the collocation of near the. Figure 2 shows that the transitive adjectival uses of near, as exemplified by nearer the, nearest the, so near the, very near the, and too near the, and also the use of near enough are unexceptionally decreasing from the late 19 th century, and the frequency per million of, for example, nearer the, has declined by 87.3% between the 1890s and the 2000s.
With this in mind, let us first discuss (17b). Note that Maling admits that the possibility of near enough, nearer the, and nearest the are reliable (morphosyntactic) diagnostics of adjectivehood, whereas she denies the semantic gradability as a crucial diagnostic of ''adjectivehood''. On the other hand, we will assume the semantic gradability as a crucial diagnostic of ''adjectivehood''. Which position is empirically justified? Given the fact that the decline of the semantic gradability and that of the morphosyntactic adjectivehood of near correlate with each other, it seems evident that our claim that the semantic gradability is a reliable diagnostic of categorial adjectivehood is justified. 192 OGAWA Figure 3 below shows that we can reach the same conclusion from a survey of near to the, nearer to the, nearest to the, so near to the, very near to the, and too near to the:
The frequency of these collocations also reaches the peaks in the year 1910 or earlier, and has been decreasing thereafter. Thus, the frequency per million of nearer to the has declined by 93.2% between the 1890s and the 2000s; the frequency of near to the begins to decline as early as the 1820s and has declined by 91.9% in the 2000s. Note that, regardless of the presence or absence of a degree modifier or a comparative/superlative inflection, all the examples in Figure 3 show the adjectival uses of near, because a prepositional use of near should not be able to take a PP complement headed by to. Figure 4 overleaf shows that the frequency of nearer the and that of near to the change very correlatively. In fact, calculation of the correlation coefficient between the two sets of values from the 1810s to the 2000s shows that there is Grammaticalization of Near from Adjective to Preposition 193 a statistically significant correlation between the semantic gradability and morphological adjectivehood of near (p ¼ 0:000010104 < 0:01). In fact, essentially the same level of correlation holds between near to the and so near the (p ¼ 6.594E-09 < 0:01), between near to the and very near the (p ¼ 0:00002845 < 0:01), and between near to the and too near the (p ¼ 0:0014292 < 0:01). All these results would be unexpected if Maling (1983) were correct in claiming that the possibility of modification by very, so, and too is irrelevant to the categorial adjectivehood and semantic gradability of near. Now, let us discuss the categorial status of the word near of near the. In principle, it may be three-way ambiguous among a transitive adjective (Maling (1983) ), an intransitive adjective followed by a phonetically empty counterpart of to (Kayne (2005) ) and a preposition (Svenonius (2010) ). Crucial to the solution of this problem is, however, the description in (17a) and the former half of (17b), which is repeated as below: (i) the frequency per million of near the in every decade is at least twelve times higher than that of the other collocations, and (ii) it has not changed largely throughout the years between the years 1820 and 2000. If the frequency of near itself were radically declining throughout the 20th century, then it would mean that the word near has been dying out in the mental lexicon of the native speakers of English, so that the declination in the frequency of nearer the, near to the, and so on would not show the decreased gradability of near, and the objective fact would have no theoretical implication for the determination of the categorial status of near. However, the frequency per million of the word near and the collocation near the is just as stated in the former half of (17b). More accurately, Figure 1 shows that the frequency of the word near and the collocation near the has also been decreasing since the 1890s. However, the decline has been very slow and the frequency of near in the 2000s (¼ 202:1 per million) has declined just 39.8% compared to that in the 1890s (¼ 335:7 per million), and the frequency of near the in the 2000s (¼ 75:25 per million) has declined just 20.6% compared to that in the 1890s (¼ 94:75 per million) (in fact, there is a statistically significant correlation between the frequency of near and that of near the in each decade from the 1810s to the 2000s: p ¼ 0:001235 < 0:01). These facts stand in a stark contrast with the fact, shown in Figure 2 , that the frequency of nearer the and nearer to the, for example, have declined 87.3% and 93.2%, respectively, between the 1890s and the 2000s. Then, we are obliged to argue that the decline in the frequency of the various adjectival uses of near is not attributable (just) to the gradual dying out of the word near or the decline of the collocation of near the. Rather, we must interpret the data in Figures 1 to 3 as indicating that, at least from the late 19 th century, near has been losing its adjectivehood and more and more changing to the preposition.
16
Now, let us make the natural assumption that the ratio of the frequency (per million) of near to the to that of its comparative variant nearer to the is in proportion to the ratio of the frequency of the adjectival uses of near the to that of its comparative variant nearer the. First, from the data in Figures 1 and 3 , we can calculate the frequency of the adjectival uses of near the (which include both transitive adjectives and intransitive adjectives whose complement PP is headed by a null P) as 6.37 (per million) in 1820s, 5.73 in 1850s, 5.13 in 1890s, 2.63 in 1930s, 2.27 in 1970s, and 1.14 in 2000s, and so on. And if we subtract these figures from the total frequency of near the in each decade, then we can obtain the frequency of the prepositional uses of near the, which is figured as 61. This seems to show the tendency of the divides being enlarging, if we put aside the figures in 1810s and the 2000s. 17 At the least, it is true that, while the prepositional uses of near the was less than 10 times as many as its adjectival uses in the 1820s, it is more than 130 times as many in the 1990s.
Hence, it seems safe to conclude that although the prepositional near was already predominant in the 1820s, its adjectival uses have been radically declining and replaced by prepositional uses since the late 19th century, in accordance with the unidirectionality of grammaticalization (cf. Haspelmath (1999 Haspelmath ( : 1045 ). Figure 7 overleaf shows that the collocation of right near, which was rarely observed before the 1870s (there is only one use in the 1840s), begins to be used frequently after the 1880s and its frequency per decade shows an upsurge between the 1880s and the 1920s. This fact also endorses our claim that the adjectival uses of near begin to decrease from the late 19th century and be replaced by the prepositional uses. 196 OGAWA yet been reanalyzed as preposition. We have already falsified her conception in view of the fact that decreasing semantic gradability of near has been correlative with the decreasing morphological adjectivehood of near. 
Semantic Gradability and ''Adjectivehood''
In the previous section, we have assumed that two sufficient conditions for the categorial ''adjectivehood'' are (i) semantic gradability, indicated by the fact that a word can be modified by so, very, and too, and (ii) morphological properties such that the word can have the comparative or superlative inflection, (e.g., bigger, biggest) and/or that the preposition to or of is necessary for the word to assign Case to its complement (e.g., similar to it, sure of it), and argued that the word near has been losing its adjectivehood and changing its categorial status into preposition. I argued that the semantic and morphological properties correlate with each other because an adjective is the only category which is semantically gradable and decategorization of near from A to P should therefore deprive gradability of it as well, while it will give near the ability to Case-mark its complement NP without any support by the preposition to.
Although the decline of the morphological adjectivehood of near may be a strong piece of evidence for our claim, it may be controversial whether the decline of semantic gradability can be supporting evidence for it, since there appear to be several reasons to consider that adjectives are not the only gradable category. First, recall our claim, against Maling (1983) , that metaphorical PPs such as in love can be modified (somewhat marginally) by the degree adverbs because they have undergone lexicalization to adjectives. This claim may be justified. However, Maling (1983) provides another criterion which distinguishes adjectives from prepositions: adjectives and some nouns including man and fool precede enough, while prepositions including like and non-metaphorical PPs such as of a man follow it, as in (22) and (23): (22) For this criterion that distinguishes adjectives from prepositions to stand, however, it appears we need to assume that what Maling identifies as nouns and non-metaphorical PPs remain gradable, to the extent that they are compatible with enough. In fact, Bolinger (1972) argues that there are the classes of nouns and verbs which he identifies as ''gradable nouns'' and ''gradable verbs''. On the other hand, we have shown in Figure 1 that the frequency of near enough has been declining from the late 19 th century, and we would like to explain this fact in the same way as the decline in the frequency of very near, so near, and too near. Then, the least minimum we have to do in order to maintain our claim that the loss of semantic gradability causes an adjective to be reanalyzed as a preposition is to deny the possibility that the so-called ''gradable nouns'', ''gradable verbs'', and gradable non-metaphorical PPs such as worth reading, like her sister, and of a man are directly modified by degree adverbs including enough, so, very, and too.
What seem to be nouns in (22) could be zero-derived adjectives, just as key, requisite, and mainstream. More serious is the well-formedness of examples in (23) , which appear to show that PPs can be gradable. In fact, COHA shows that some PPs can immediately follow enough, as shown in (24) Moreover, a different kind of nouns than those illustrated in (22) can immediately precede and apparently be modified by enough, as in (25) We need to explain these data without assuming that the prepositions and nouns themselves are gradable. Let us first consider ''gradable nouns''. My basic claim about them is that, since enough modifies the amount of the referent denoted by them, they are modified by an unpronounced adjective which is semantically gradable. Thus, in (25) , we assume that the relevant N accompanies a phonetically empty adjective GOOD, which is modified by enough.
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Next, consider the non-metaphorical Ps in (23a). Here, we will postulate an empty adjective MUCH between enough and like. Similarly, in (24), we will postulate an empty noun SCALE or SIZE between enough and of, in the spirit of Kayne (2005: 214) , in addition to the empty adjective GOOD or LARGE.
Given the empty nouns and adjectives, the structures of (23a), (24a), and (25b), for example, will be schematized as in (26a), (26b), and (26c), respectively: (26) As for the compatibility of the empty MUCH and enough, despite the fact that enough much money and much enough money are both unacceptable, see Kayne (2010:78) . As an independent piece of evidence for the compatibility of the empty GOOD and reason or the compatibility of the empty LARGE and the empty SCALE, COCA provides us with some data having the sequence of good enough reason, as in (27a), and large enough scale, as in (27b), which are the overt counterparts of the empty GOOD and the empty LARGE/SCALE in (26a,b), respectively: (27) a. Being in love is good enough reason to marry.
(COCA; 1993; USA Today) b. When it happens on a large enough scale, the star turns on and the nearby darkness is dispelled.
(COCA; 1992; MAG)
If the adverb enough, which appears to be modifying an overt noun or PP, actually modifies an empty adjective such as GOOD, MUCH, LARGE and so on, then we can deny that there are gradable nouns or gradable prepositions.
As an independent piece of evidence for the empty MUCH, in addition to what Kayne (2005 Kayne ( , 2010 ) provides, we can point out that the prepositional like can be combined not only with very much, but also with very without much, or with much without very: It is important to note here that the possibility of a word being modified by (very) much does not prove the semantic gradability of the word, because a typical gradable adjective such as noisy cannot be modified by (very) much, even though they can be modified by very (cf. Bresnan (1973) ). In this respect, adjectives differ from prepositions: Ã The kids were much noisy. b1. We went to a few other places after that, but those had really been summer haunts, and weren't much worth seeing with snow cover. For these reasons, I will claim that, although neither a preposition nor PP is gradable by itself, the gradability of PPs can be determined compositionally, by merging the relevant P or PP with much, which is inherently gradable, and that once a PP can be made gradable by the added much, the latter can be further modified by very. Note also that much can be replaced by the empty MUCH if it is merged with a preposition:
(30) a. We won't solve it tonight but it was very worth discussing. If this claim is on the right track, we can reject the possibility that there are gradable non-metaphorical PPs.
Next, let us discuss the so-called ''gradable verbs,'' which include hesitate, miss, complain, blame, and verbs formed by the prefixation of mis-, mal-, over-, or under-, such as misjudge, malfunction, overrate, underestimate, etc. I claim that they can be analyzed analogously. Note first that the ''gradable verbs'' behave like the non-metaphorical PPs in that they can be modified by (very) much, though they differ from non-metaphorical PPs in that much cannot be replaced by the empty MUCH if they modify the ''gradable verbs'': To summarize what we have illustrated so far, we have the following they behave in the same way in other respects, and should be distinguished from gradable adjectives since the latter cannot be modified by much. The merger of much with PP or VP makes the latter a gradable predicate, which we can take to be a kind of coercion (a similar statement also applies to non-gradable APs; see below). Coercion is a cover term for the various phenomena in which addition of certain kinds of modifier to the main predicate changes the semantic status of the main predicate. As an illustration, let us look at the aspectual coercion in (33) and (34) In (33a), since the VP push the cart is atelic, it is incompatible with the time-frame adverbial in three minutes. However, when it is combined with the PP that denotes the endpoint of the motion of pushing, as in (33b), the larger VP turns into a telic predicate, and modification by the time-frame adverbial becomes possible. In (34a), the event of the lighthouse's flashing must be semelfactive. However, the combination of the VP with the durative adverbial PP until dawn as in (34b) enables the entire VP to denote a repetition of the lighthouse's flashing for several hours. A similar phenomenon is observed in terms of the ''gradability'' of VP or AP. First, since the verb drain is atelic and non-gradable, it cannot be modified by the adverb quite, as in (35a). However, when it is combined with the particle up/off, the entire VP becomes telic and ''gradable'', and its modification by quite becomes possible, as in (35b):
Ã They quite drained the water. b. They quite drained off the water.
(Bolinger (1972: 223))
Similarly, since the small clause complement to the verb seem must be a gradable predicate, (36a) where the predicate is choral is ruled out; however, when the inherently non-gradable adjective is modified by the adverb almost, the entire AP becomes gradable as a whole, and (36b) is well-formed: As such, it is not uncommon to see an inherently non-gradable predicate altered into a gradable one by the addition of certain elements with an adverbial function, such as adverbs, particles or PPs, to it. If we look at the table in (32) from this perspective, it is reasonable to claim that much has essentially the same function: the so-called ''gradable verbs'' are not gradable by themselves, but can be made gradable by its merger with the adverb much. In other words, we can assume that much behaves as a functor which takes a non-gradable predicate and outputs a gradable one, and that very is a mere modifier of much.
If this assumption is on the right track, we predict that even an inherently non-gradable adjective can be altered to a gradable one by the addition of much. This prediction is indeed borne out by the COHA data which show that the adjective alive, which is the antonym of dead and hence is non-gradable, has been far more frequently modifiable by very much and much than by very since it began to be used with the gradable meaning of 'alert and active' in the 1880s. Look at the following We can interpret this contrast between (very) much alive and very alive in such a way that alive has been a non-gradable adjective and it can be used as a gradable adjective only when it is combined with much; very alive has been almost unavailable, since the empty MUCH is incompatible with a non-gradable adjective, just as it is incompatible with a non-gradable verb. Hence, our claim that a non-gradable predicate can be combined with much to become a gradable one will be justified. The same conclusion can be obtained from an investigation of the uses of different. Since the adjective different is originally the antonym of identical, it is non-gradable, and A is different from B was the only use of different until the early 20th century, as shown in Figure 9 below. However, its gradable use such as A is different than B begins to increase from the early 20th century: 29 Figure 10 shows that the frequency of different than is increasing in a very correlative way to that of much different: In fact, the correlation coefficient between the two sets of values from 1810 to 2009 shows a statistically significant correlation between the increasing tendency of different than and that of much different (p ¼ 1.0918E-08 < 0:01). In other words, the more frequently the adjective different comes to be used as a gradable adjective, the more frequently its modification by much has been available. This fact strongly supports our claim that the adverb much behaves as the functor which takes a non-gradable predicate and outputs a gradable one: A further support for our claim comes from the fact that, in the interrogative sentences, how much, which modifies a VP, can be fronted to the sentence-initial position, leaving the VP in situ, whereas the how that modifies an AP cannot be fronted to the sentence-initial position, leaving the AP in situ: (38) This contrast between VP and AP can receive a natural explanation if we assume that a word with the semantic [+gradable] feature and the interrogative adverb that modifies the feature cannot be separated either syntactically or semantically. Since very/how and much in very much/how much are the modifier and the modified, respectively, they cannot be separated. Similarly, very/how cannot be separated from the modifying adjective, since adjectives are gradable themselves and no empty MUCH is available here. On the other hand, the combinatory form very/how much can be separated from VP, since VP is non-gradable in itself. Finally, let us make a brief comment about two remaining issues. The first is concerning the syntactic distinction between gradable and non-gradable adjectives. In the proposed system, any predicative non-gradable category (i.e., verbs, non-gradable adjectives, and prepositions) can make a gradable predicate through its combination with much or its empty counterpart, and we predict that any category which can be modified by much can also be modified by more and most, because they are the comparative and superlative forms of much, respectively. Thus, much different will have the structure in (39a), and more different and most different will have the structure in (39b):
On the other hand, an adjective which is inherently gradable, such as noisy, can be modified by more or most as far as it has two or more morae, although it cannot be modified by much (cf. (29a1)). If we were to provide a structure like (39d) to more/most noisy, there would be no reason why much noisy cannot be ruled in, with a structure like (39c): It may be the case that the comparative and superlative forms of a gradable adjective have a different structure to that of a non-gradable adjective, as in (39e), where Deg is a functional category which selects AP as its complement. However, even if there is good reason to structurally distinguish between more/most different and more/most noisy, we need to conclude that the possibility of modification of an adjective by more and/or most cannot prove its semantic gradability, since even a non-gradable adjective can be modified by more and most with the structure in (39b). On the other hand, if an adjective with two or more morae cannot be modified by more or most, we need to seek for a different semantic reason than the gradability. Anyway, since near in the present-day English cannot be modified by more/most for the phonological reason, the fact does not have any impact on our claims in this section.
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Another question that might be posed by a careful reader is whether (very) much near is acceptable in the present-day English. Note that the other reanalyzed prepositions like and worth permit modification by very much/very MUCH (cf. (29b), (30b)). Then, if near has been in the process of reanalysis as preposition, we predict that it can also be modified by very much. However, neither COHA nor COCA gives us an example of very much near, which might pose a problem for our analysis. However, the same corpora show that there are some examples of pretty much near, too much near and so much near, although they are far smaller in number than the corresponding examples based on like or worth, such as very like her, much worth it, much worth listening to, and so on: If near has lost its [+gradable] feature totally for some speakers, it is expected that much can modify the word in order to make it a gradable predicate again.
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All these considerations will lead us to the conclusion that there is no intrinsically gradable prepositions, gradable nouns, or gradable verbs, and that semantic gradability can be localized to the adjectives (and the limited classes of adverbs). 32 This in turn entails that, if a word which was originally gradable is losing the gradability, then it is undergoing grammaticalization from an adjective (or adverb) to an adposition (i.e., preposition or postposition).
A Theory of the Diachronic Syntactic Change of Near
Now that we have established the correlation between the semantic gradability and the categorial adjectivehood and the fact that near has been decreasing its gradability from the late 19 th century, the next task for us is to propose a morphosyntactic mechanism that triggers the decategorization or reanalysis.
On this issue, I propose that two more processes are requisite for the reanalysis from A to P: one is the coalescence of two or more lexical elements, and the other is the non-application of insertion of a phonetically overt but semantically vacuous preposition that could apply in the absence of coalescence, both of which are not unusual diachronically, as in the derivation of instead (of) from in (the) stead of. Let us first illustrate how the derivation of complex prepositions such as inside (of) and in front of has been analyzed in the literature.
Svenonius (2006) 
The gist of Waters' claim is that the coalescence of in and side is analyzed as a combination of three operations: (i) (syntactic) reanalysis of the occupants of two separate (functional) heads (here, Loc and AxialPart) as a single word which occupies the higher head, (ii) elimination of the phonetic content from the lower head, and (iii) a non-application of 'of-insertion' in KP. Thus, inside (of), on top of, without, aboard, above could be other instances of Loc + AxialPart. Now, let us propose that the reanalysis of near starts from its stage as a transitive adjective, as in (45a), and then experiences its two stages as an intransitive adjective, (45b) to (45c), which is quite parallel to (44a) and (44b), and then reaches its final stage as a preposition, as in (45d):
In (45a), near is a transitive adjective and hence, it can take a DP complement directly, while in (45b-c) it is an intransitive (ergative) adjective, which does not take an external argument but takes only an internal argument as PP, which functions as a small clause whose subject is the Theme argument and whose predicate is a Locative argument.
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The transition from (45a) to (45b) can be viewed as valency reduction, which also took place in the historical development of the intransitive (raising) verbs look, feel, threaten and promise from their transitive counterparts.
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Note also that in (45b), the head of AP is phonetically overt and the P head is obligatorily realized as to, for the same reasons as both AxialPart and K in (44a) are. In (45a,b), near as A remains in situ and the Loc head is phonetically empty. 37 By contrast, in (45c), A undergoes head-movement to Loc, leaving a trace in AP. At this stage, the Loc head is phonetically realized by near. In fact, it can co-occur with another semantically compatible preposition such as from, to, at, or over, as in (46) On the other hand, both A and P in (45c) must be phonetically empty for the same reasons as both AxialPart and K in (44b) are. 38 Note also that near in (45c) can remain gradable, because it can be interpreted in its original position where a trace is left (cf. Simpson and Wu (2001) ). As a result, nearer the school and nearest the forest in (4) are ruled in. In fact, we can claim that near in (45c) cannot be interpreted at Loc if it keeps the [+gradable] feature, because every Loc has a semantic feature of [-gradable] and the existence of the two conflicting features at the same head position will lead to unintelligibility at LF.
If near loses its [+gradable] feature, its interpretation at Loc becomes possible. Once this possibility emerges, however, there remains no longer any need for near to keep its trace in AP, and hence, it will be reanalyzed as Loc, as in (45d). The derivation from (45c) to (45d) involves the deletion of AP and PP and the subsequent structural simplification forced by the principle of economy, à la Roberts and Roussou (1999) , who analyze the grammaticalization from main verbs to auxiliaries as a reanalysis of a biclausal structure in (47a) as a mono-clausal structure in (47b), by the deletion the matrix VP and the embedded TP:
Now, recall our observation in (18a) that, throughout the period between the 1830s to 2000s, the frequencies of nearer the, nearest the, so near the, very near the, and too near the are consistently higher than those of nearer to the, nearest to the, so near to the, very near to the, and too near to the, respectively. In section 3, we interpreted this fact as showing that transitive adjectival uses of near are higher in frequency than intransitive ones. However, given the derivation from (45a) to (45c), we can speculate that (18a) holds because among the three structures of adjectival near, two have the sequence of near the, whereas just one has the sequence of near to the. Hence, if we make the simplest assumption that the three structures are mutually interchangeable among the speakers who have the adjectival near in their mental lexicons, then it is predicted that two-thirds of all the adjectival uses are without to, while one-third of them are followed by to: the former is twice as many as the latter. Although the actual ratio in every decade is not so clear-cut as this prediction says, there is a tendency more or less compatible with this prediction, which suggests that the three different stages of the grammaticalization of near have been coexisting since the 1820s.
As another indirect support for the proposed syntactic steps of the reanalysis of near from A to P, Figure 11 below shows the following two points: (i) the frequency of inside/outside/alongside of the reaches the peak and begins to decrease from the late 19 th century or early 20 th century, which is nearly coextensive with the period at which the gradability of near begins to decrease; (ii) the frequency of inside/outside/alongside the has been gradually increasing from the beginning of the 19 th century. This fact stands in harmony with the fact that the ratio of near the in its prepositional use among all its instances has been gradually increasing from the beginning of the 19 th century, as shown in Figure 6 . 
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This fact may suggest that a parametric change has happened in the early 19 th century, which made it possible for the Loc head to attract its complement (whether AxialPart or A) via overt head-movement (Chomsky (2001) , Roberts (2010) ) and that another parametric change has happened in the late 19th century, which triggered reanalysis of near from the complex of Loc+A to a pure category of Loc and reanalysis of inside/outside/alongside from the complex of Loc+AxialPart to a pure category of Loc. 39 The simultaneity in the diachronic morphological changes of inside/ outside/alongside and near from A/AxialPart to P, via the loss of of and to, respectively, strongly suggests that the parametric change on the attracting prepositions in, out, along and may be based on a single parameter.
As for the reanalysis from the complex of Loc+A to Loc, the loss of the [+gradable] feature on A must be another prerequisite. A further piece of evidence for this to have taken place in the late 19 th century comes from the fact that the coalescence of near and by to form a new adjective nearby also begins to take place in the early 20 th century, as shown in Figure 12 below. I claim that the morphosyntactic amalgamation of near by as nearby to create a new adjective was made possible because the loss of the [+gradable] feature on near made possible the head-movement of P to A and deletion of the trace of the P.
An independent piece of evidence for this view comes from the fact that we can observe in the COHA a few instances of nearer by up until the 1930s, as in (48) This fact can be simply explained if we assume that, once near and by undergo coalescence via syntactic headmovement, near can no longer retain the [+gradable] feature, because otherwise featural conflict between the two words in terms of gradability would lead to unintelligibility at LF. On the basis of these facts, it seems safe to conclude that the loss of the semantic [+gradable] feature of near is a necessary condition for it to be reanalyzed as P and that it began to take place in the mental lexicon of the native speakers of English, in the late 19 th century or earlier.
What is yet to be clarified in the derivation in (45a-c) is the syntactic and semantic status of the empty Loc head postulated in the initial stage. To consider this issue, let us first note that, in a static predicate in English, a locative PP that modifies it must be headed by an overt locative preposition, as in (49a). 40 By contrast, in a dynamic predicate denoting directional motion, the locative preposition that is combined with the Path-denoting preposition to can be phonetically unrealized, as in (49b). Hale and Keyser (2002) provide to (49b) an abstract structure like (50) , where PP1 is directional or path-denoting expression which is headed by to, while PP2 is a locative expression that designates the final point in a path of motion and is headed by a phonetically empty P corresponding to in or at: Mateu and Rigau (2002) argue that (51a) can be structured as in (52), where go must be phonetically empty if a manner verb is adjoined to it (see also McIntyre (2004) 
What is common to (50) and (53b) is that, in an English sentence which expresses both the directional and locative meanings, two prepositions can cooccur, though one of them can sometimes be phonetically unrealized.
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Third, note that under the localistic theory (Anderson (1971) ), change-of-state constructions are analyzed in a parallel way to change-of-location constructions. Given this, we can claim that adjectival complements in the changeof-state construction such as (54a) should be embedded under a path-denoting category as well, as in (54b), where P is a phonetically empty path-denoting preposition (cf. Jackendoff (1990) , Zubizarreta and Oh (2007: 17) ):
This claim implies two points: (i) the directional or path-denoting preposition can be phonetically null, and (ii) the directional preposition can directly select AP.
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With these in mind, let us return to the structure in (45a), where Loc select AP, whose head is near. Now that either the directional or locative preposition in a complex PP can be covert, we can assume that Loc in (45a) can be one of them. On the other hand, the adjective near expresses the meaning of 'spatial proximity' between two or more items and therefore is semantically 'birelational', which we take to be a necessary condition for an adjective to be grammaticalized into an adposition, 44 because adposition is relational by definition (cf. Hale and Keyser (1993) ). However, we would like to claim that near is inherently unspecified as to whether it is directional or locative, because of its adjectivehood, and that it is interpreted as 'directional' when it is merged with a directional Loc corresponding to to, while it is interpreted as 'locative' when it is merged with a locative Loc corresponding to at. Consequently, near becomes ambiguous between a locative and directional meaning, as shown in (55a) and (55b), respectively: Indeed, the Loc head can be phonetically realized as either to or at, as in (46a) and (46b), respectively. Also important is the assumption that a preposition can select AP as in (54b). For these reasons, we conclude that the Loc head that selects AP in (45a) can be filled by a covert preposition, which is either directional or locative depending on the context, and that when the head-complement relation between Loc and near turns into a head-to-head adjunction structure through the syntactically driven head-movement and the loss of semantic gradability, near is ready to be reanalyzed as a preposition. 45 
A Note on the Diachronic Syntactic Change of Next
Before concluding this article, let us consider the diachronic change in the uses of next. Figure 13 below shows that the frequency of next the reached the peak in the 1890s, from which it has been decreasing, whereas the frequency of next to the had been relatively low between the 1810s and 1920s, though it began to increase radically from the 1920s. At first sight, this fact might show that the prepositional uses of next begins to be replaced by its intransitive adjectival uses in the period.
If we accepted this suggestion, however, we would be led to the conclusion that next has been in the process of degrammaticalization from P to A, which is in conflict with both the well-attested undirectionality of grammaticalization from A to P, as exemplified by near, worth, like, unlike, round, opposite, plus, minus, less, and so on, and the well-attested direction of coalescence and reanalysis from P+A to P, as exemplified by around, along, above, before, below, and so on. Hence, we do not want to accept the suggestion. 46 Instead, I will propose that next has remained adjectival from the Old English to the present-day English, though it has been in the process of valency reduction from transitive adjectives to intransitive adjectives (cf. (45a,b) ).
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An independent support for this proposal comes from the fact that next is etymologically related to nehsta, which is the superlative form of neah 'near', and that it was used in the same meaning as nearest, even in the beginning of the 17 th century: From these two pieces of evidence, we conclude that the diachronic change in the uses of next is not in conflict with either the unidirectionality of grammaticalization or our theory of the grammaticalization of near.
Concluding Remarks
The standard generative syntactic definition of lexical categories hates to include a semantic notion in it, and Maling (1983) argues that even a categorial change from adjectives to prepositions that occurred to words like like, unlike, and worth was triggered by the decline of morphological inflection on adjectives rather than a semantic change. Another claim by Maling is that the behavior of near is highly exceptional and it has remained to be a transitive adjective, even in the present-day English.
In opposition to these purely morphosyntactic views on categories and categorial change, in this article, I have claimed that the definition of ''adjectivehood'' and ''adpositionhood'' should partially include the semantic notion of gradability in that the former can be gradable, whereas the latter can never be, 49 and that two of the necessary conditions for the reanalysis of adjectives as prepositions are (i) the bi-relational nature of the original adjectives and (ii) the loss of semantic gradability (in case the original adjectives are gradable). On the basis of this semantic notion, I have argued that at least from the late 19 th century (possibly earlier than this), near has begun to decrease its semantic gradability and morphological adjectivehood, as illustrated by the collocation of near to and the comparative or superlative inflections being declined in a correlative way, and has been in the process of reanalysis as P. 50 As additional pieces of evidence for this claim, I illustrated that the collocation of right near has surged in frequency between the late 19 th and the early 20 th centuries. I also argued that this conclusion is compatible with the fact that near allows both the comparative and superlative forms, because its reanalysis from A to P has not yet been complete, even in the present-day English. As a way around an apparent counterexample to our claims, I have argued that enough and/or very are compatible with PPs headed by like and worth because a non-gradable prepositions can be modified by the adverb much or its phonetically empty counterpart MUCH, which plays the role of coercing a non-gradable predicate into a gradable one. I showed that this function of much/MUCH is shared by certain adverbs, PPs, or particles that induce the coercion of the main predicate from the atelic and/or non-gradable one to the telic and/or gradable one. Given this function of much/MUCH, we no longer have to assume that there are some gradable verbs, nouns, or PPs, and hence we can identify the semantic gradability as a sufficient condition for the adjectivehood of a word, which leads to a simplification of grammar.
A second aim of this paper was to elucidate a set of morphosyntactic processes that are supposed to take place behind the gradual categorial change. Specifically, exploiting the hypotheses adopted in Waters (2009) and Roberts and Roussou (1999) , I claimed that the reanalysis of near from A to P involves the following five processes: (i) the deletion of its semantic [+gradable] feature, (ii) the phonetic erosion of the head of its PP complement, (iii) the head-movement of the adjectival near to an invisible Loc head, (iv) the structural simplification by compressing the three-layered structure [Loc [A [P DP]]] into the one-layered structure [Loc/A DP], and (v) the reanalysis of the hybrid category Loc+A as Loc. Evidence for the processes (i) and (iii) was brought from the fact that the reanalysis of inside of the as inside the and the reanalysis of near by as nearby began to take place in the same period as the decline of the gradability of near (i.e. the late 19 th or early 20 th century). 
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Finally, I have argued that no instance of next has been prepositional in the history of English, but rather that it has been in the process of grammaticalization from transitive adjective to intransitive adjective during the 20th century.
If the proposals made in this article are all correct, they have a number of interesting implications for the minimalist program of linguistic theory. First, given the claim that near is undergoing decategorization to P, it must be highly likely that P is a functional category, since decategorization is generally a diachronic change from a lexical category to a functional category. This claim supports Baker's (2003) claim that there are only three types of lexical categories: N, V, and A.
Second, I claimed that a definition of lexical categories must include semantic notions as well as morphosyntactic ones. This claim is also in affinity with Baker (2003) , who abandons a purely morphosyntactic definition of lexical categories, since he defines the noun as a category which ''has a referential index'' (where 'referential' is a semantic notion), the verb as a category which ''has a specifier'', and the adjective as a lexical category which is neither a noun nor a verb. However, my proposals differ from Baker's in that we provide a more semantic definition of adjectives (in English) than his. In fact, from his definition of the verb and the adjective, it seems to follow that what Cinque (1990) calls ''unergative adjective'' and what Maling (1983) calls ''transitive adjective'' would have to be excluded from the class of 'adjective'. But this consequence in not sustainable.
Third, if our proposed derivation of the reanalysis from A to P is correct, it will support Roberts and Roussou's (1999, 2003) theory of decategorization by syntactic head-movement and structural simplification forced by the principle of economy, as well as Svenonius's (2006 Svenonius's ( , 2010 distinction between the lexical category of N and the functional category of Axial Part.
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Fourth, given our suggestion that the prepositional near is derived by the head-movement of A to Loc/Path and that the loss of the gradable feature on A is a necessary condition for the reanalysis of the two-membered chain (Loc+A, t A ) created by head-movement as a single-membered chain (Loc(+A)), it follows that at least some head-movement must be syntactic rather than phonological, against Chomsky (2001) , as head-movement in the PF component after spell-out should be irrelevant to the semantic feature of gradability (cf. Ogawa (2007) , Roberts (2010) ).
Fifth, given the fact that the deadjectival prepositions based on (Path+)Loc+A (such as near/around) and the complex prepositions based on Path+Loc+AxPart (such as from outside, from across) and Path+Loc+A (such as from around) have begun to emerge in around the same period, as noted in note 33, then the next task will be to pursue the following two issues: (i) what is the common formal feature between A and AxialPart that enables them to be attracted by Loc? (cf. Takamine (2006)); (ii) why did the parameters on the functional heads Loc and Path change their values simultaneously and correlatively in this period, so that it began to attract the head of its complement? 52 Although we have no answer to these questions, it is clear that solution of these issues needs to presuppose (iii) the semantic typology of various adpositions (cf. Svenonius (2010)), (iv) elucidation of the syntactic interaction between the Pathdenoting prepositions from/to and the (prefixal) locative prepositions including a/in/out (cf. also Collins (2007) for the complex nature of the apparently simplex prepositions from and to), and (v) explanation of the relation between the phonological overtness and the semantico-syntactic complexity of adpositions, all of which are definitely the issues to be pursued under Cinque and Rizzi's (2010) cartographic approach to the spatial PP which I will leave open for future research.
